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be? understood as an existing substance, though we did not under-
stand anything to exist that was wind, or fire, or vapour, or breath,
or anything else of a bodily nature however impalpable and refined.
I said however that at that point11 did not discuss whether it was
in truth distinct from every kind of body; but in the present
passage2 I did discuss the matter and proved my assertion. But
you show that you have wholly failed to comprehend the controversy
by your confusion of the issue as to what may be known of the soul
with the question as to that which the soul really is.

4. Here you ask, how I think that 1, an unextended subject^ can
receive into myself the resemblance or idea of a thing which is
extended*. I reply that no corporeal resemblance can be received in
the mind, but that what occurs there is the pure thinking of a
thing, whether it be corporeal or equally whether it be one that is
incorporeal and lacking any corporeal semblance. But as to
imagination, which can only be exercised in reference to corporeal
things, my opinion is that it requires the presence of a semblance
which is truly corporeal, and to which the mind applies itself,
without, however, its being received in the mind.

Your statement about the idea of the sun, which a blind man
can derive merely from the sun}s warmth4, is easily refuted. For
the blind man can have a clear and distinct idea of the sun as a
source of heat although he does not possess the idea of it as a
source of light. Nor is your comparison of me to that blind man
just: firstly, because the act of knowledge which apprehends a
thing that thinks is much more extensive than our apprehension
of a thing which warms, as it is much more than that of anything
else, as was shown in its proper place; secondly, because no one
can prove that that idea of the sun which the blind man forms,
does not contain everything which can be learned of the sun, save
those who, being endowed with sight, are aware in addition of its
light and figure. You, however, not only know nothing more than
I do of mind, but do not even have knowledge of the very thing
I recognize in it; so that in this comparison it is rather you who
play the part of blind man, while I, along with the whole human
race, could at most be said to be one-eyed.

In adding that the mind is not extended5, my intention was
not thereby to explain what mind is, but merely to proclaim that
those people are wrong who think that it is extended. In the

1 Med. n. Vol. i. p. 152.          2 Med. VI. Vol. i. p. 190.

3 Above, p. 196, par. 4.           4 p. 197, par. 2.        5 Above, p. 197, par. 3.